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Dear M s .  Dortch: 

Enclosed on behalf on Inmarsat Ventures plc is a summary of Inmarsat’s position 
on the application of so-called “gating” criteria to possible terrestrial uses of the L-band. An 
original and five copies are enclosed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Commissioner Kathleen W. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J .  Martin 
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Thomas Sugrue 
Edmond Thomas 
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The Commission has inquired what “gating” requirements would be appropriate to ensure that 
terrestrial use remains tNly ancillary, ifthe Commission were to authorize terrestrial use of the 
L-band 

As  i i i i  I n i l i ~ I  mallei’, Inmarsai rciterates its position that terrestrial services simply should not be 
aulhorized in the L-band because doing so would: 

cause harmful interference inlo, and disrupt service on, the Inmarsat satellite network 
undermine the provision of vital safety and other services to ships and planes, among 

restrict Inmarsat’s ability to provide a competitive MSS alternative within the US 
constrain the continued evolution of more efficient MSS satellite technology 
violate international spectrum coordination agreements concerning the L-band 
exacerbate an already severe shortage of L-band spectrum that is sorely 

disrupt the settled expectations of existing MSS systems and users, who have 

other users 

needed for “real” MSS service 

invested billions of dollars in reliance on existing US and international spectrum 
allocations 

Ifihe Commission nonetheless approves the concept of ATC at L-band, ATC service must be 
subject lo appropriate and enforceable service rules that ensure that ATC does not cause more 
interferencc to other MSS systems than would be caused by an MSS-only service. 

The Commission should establish, after a further rulemaking proceeding, clear and objective 
condilions precedent to be met by anyone seeking to provide ATC at L-band: 

1 .  The L-band ATC proponent should be required to submit a detailed ATC network 
architecture that demonstrates compliance with ATC service rules. Such a showing should be 
placed on public notice for comment, before actually licensing L-band ATC operations. 

2 L-band ATC proponents should be held to their commitments in the record to deploy an 
rnlegruled satellite/terrestrial network, including the launch of new satellites designed to be 
integrated into an ATC network and the relegation of the existing satellite to in-orbit spares. See 
MSV Comments at 23-24; MSV’s March 2001 ATC Application at ii, 1,6, 8 & Appendix A at 
25. Such an integrated network should: 

o Provide for mobile handsets to communicate through the terrestrial network only if a 
satellite signal is not available to that handset. No “terrestrial-only” handsets should be 
allowed to operate in the L-band. 

o Not consume any more MSS spectrum than the network otherwise needs for satellite 
service. Any “excess” spectrum that an ATC provider does not need for satellite service 
should be made available for other satellite systems. MSS ATC use should not “count” 
to justify spectrum needs in any satellite coordination. 
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o Have an effective m a n s  for measuring and monitoring the emissions from the ATC 
component of the network, and limiting the operations of the ATC component, to ensure 
compliance with ATC service rules and non-interference to other MSS systems. 

3.  L-band ATC service should not be provided unless and unti l ,  and should be allowed only 
during such time as, the associated satellite network is actually in operation and providing 
commercial service to 100% of the U.S. See NPRMat 7 42; Comments of MSV at 23. 

4. L-hand ATC systems should be able to actually “retune” the frequencies used by the 
kn’cslrial network to take into account dynamic frequency reassignments that occur in the annual 
L-band frequency coordination process under existing US coordination agreements. 

5. L-band ATC systems should operate only on the same frequencies available for use by the 
associated satellite network for MSS service in the same geographic area. 

6 .  L-band ATC service should be truly ancillary-amounting to no more than 10-15% of the 
lolal Iraffic on the MSS system. 

7. L-band ATC operators should be required to centrally monitor and control ATC operations 
and allow other MSS operators access to those monitoring and control operations. 

2 

DC.562212 i 


